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The goal of this paper is to understand the emergence of racial disparities in
college student departure trajectories during the first year of college. Race, social class
background, precollege academic preparation, expectations, integration into the
university, and method of tuition payment are all variables used to explain three types of
student departures. During the first year, students either remained at their initial
institution, transferred horizontally, reverse transferred, or dropped out. The bivariate
results from the multinomial logistic regression demonstrate that Black students have
nearly twice the odds of dropping out compared to White and Asian students. This racial
disparity is fully explained after controlling for differences in academic preparation. In
fact, once academic preparation was accounted for, Black and Hispanic students had
lower odds of dropping out. The results of this study demonstrate the importance of
social context when explaining retention outcomes in higher education.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the doors to higher education have opened to many groups who in
the past were systematically barred from entering (Baker and Vélez 1996). Now that the
doors have opened it is important to understand what influences student departure. Much
of the research regarding inequality in higher education has focused on barriers to college
admission among different student groups (Sewell and Armer 1966, Sewell 1971, Cohen
1983, Hauser and Anderson 1991; González Stone and Jovel 2003; Grodsky and Jones
2007; Goyette 2008; Roderick, Coca and Nagaoka 2011). Recent research provides
important insight into racial inequalities in completion rates (Thomas 2002; Goldrick-Rab
2006; Goldrick-Rab and Pfeffer 2009).
Around half of the students who enter the system of higher education leave before
they obtain their degree (NCES 2013). There are major differences in 6-year graduation
rates based on race. Asian and Pacific Islanders have the highest completion rates
(68.5%) followed by Whites (61.5%), Hispanics (49.5%), American Indians (39%), and
Blacks (38.5%) (NCES 2012). Degree completion has major implications for students’
future prospects. Students make significant financial investments in order to go to college
with the understanding that gaining educational credentials will improve their career
prospects. The long-term economic benefits of college education are expected to make
the initial investment worthwhile (Davis and Moore 1945; Baum, Ma and Payea 2010;
1

Brand and Xie 2010). For example, people who graduate from college tend to achieve
higher levels of occupational attainment, have better health, live longer, commit less
crime, have happier marriages, and are more likely to have children who graduate from
college (Baum et al 2010: Padgett, Johnson, and Pascarella 2012). Given the benefits of
graduating from college, it is important to examine the different pathways students take
once entering college.
Although minority students have higher rates of institutional departure than White
students (Goldrick-Rab 2006; NCES 2012), we know very little about the causes of
variation in student departure based on race. Using data from the Educational
Longitudinal Study (ELS 2002), this study will examine the crucial first year of college
to understand how various mechanisms that emerge before enrollment and early in the
college experience influence variation in postsecondary educational trajectories by race.
During the first year of college, students must adjust to new social and academic
expectations (Tinto 1993; Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon 2004). This makes the first
year of college a crucial period to understand for researchers.
In this study, I utilize multinomial logistic regression to examine how the
students’ background, expectations, and educational experiences influence racial
variation in departure trajectories during the first year of college. In the second chapter, I
review the literature on the various factors including race, social class background, precollege academic preparation, social integration, academic integration, and financial aid
arrangement that influence student departure. In the third chapter, I describe my data and
methods, including how these concepts are operationalized and used as the predictors
during the analysis, as well as my sample and analytic strategy. In the fourth chapter, I
2

present the results of the study. In the fifth chapter I discuss my overall findings, the
implications of these findings for the literature and the field of education, and the
limitations of this study.
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I
LITERATURE REVIEW

Student Trajectories
There are a variety of reasons why a student may leave a four year institution;
therefore it is important to have a nuanced understanding of student departure to properly
frame the study. Since students who depart from a university under positive
circumstances may not be leaving for the same reasons as a student who “drops out,” it is
important that institutional policies and research not lump all patterns of student
movement together (Tinto 1993). In the literature, scholars document four different
departure trajectories for students who leave an institution: forward transfer, horizontal
transfer, reverse transfer, and dropping out. A forward transfer takes place when a student
leaves one institution in favor of a higher level institution (e.g., moving from a junior
college to a four-year institution) (McCormick and Carroll 1997), while a horizontal
transfer occurs when a student leaves their university to attend another four-year school
that better suits their individual needs. These first two trajectories usually elicit positive
results for students because they demonstrate that they have the academic and economic
capacity to facilitate such a move (Kalogridges and Grodsky 2011). The third trajectory,
reverse transferring, is when a student leaves a 4-year institution in favor of a community
college or junior college (McCormick and Carroll 1997). Lastly, dropping out takes place
when a student who departs is no longer enrolled at any type of post-secondary
4

institution. Unlike forward and horizontal transferring, these last two types of departure
are most problematic for the students because it usually means they have delayed their
progression towards a 4-year degree, or it may signal the end of their pursuit of a college
degree all together.
More than half of students who begin their college careers at a 4-year institution
will leave to attend another school (McCormick 2003). Although the standardization of
course credits was originally advanced so that colleges could receive accreditation from
regional and national organizations, the trend towards standardizing course credits and
course schedules across the university system has also eased the process of student
transfer (McCormick 2003). As a consequence, a pattern has emerged in which students
are increasingly using community colleges as a “safety net” (Kalogridges and Grodsky
2011). Thus some students realize that if they do not perform well at their first institution,
they have the ability to fall back on a local community college in order to obtain a degree
even if a 2-year degree is less than their original expectation. This fallback plan offers
students the opportunity to salvage their credits and use them to obtain a different type of
degree, which they assume is more beneficial than no degree (Kalogrides and Grodsky
2011). Research shows, however, that students who attend one university throughout
their college career have higher rates of graduation than those students who attend two or
more schools, and that students who transfer because of their inability to succeed at their
first institution are even less likely to graduate (McCormick 2003).
The goal of this study is to understand factors that influence students’ decisions to
transfer or dropout from four-year universities during their first year. I focus on these
departure trajectories, because they indicate the possibility of delays in degree attainment.
5

Understanding factors that influence racial variation in student departure during the first
year of college is important because scholars point to the first year of college as integral
for student success. Focusing on the first year of college will also help produce a more
nuanced understanding of trends in college student persistence.
Race and College Departure
Racial disparities in six-year graduation rates suggest that there are not only
barriers in access to college for minority students, but also barriers within the higher
education system (NCES 2012). Using race as a starting point for the analysis requires an
examination of the unique experiences faced by racial minorities during college. These
differences go beyond social class disparities and shape the unique experiences of
minority students at universities.
Generally speaking, students are at higher risk for departure during their first year
of school (Tinto 2006); however, minority students are especially vulnerable during the
critical first year of college (Padgett, Johnson, and Pascarella 2012). Results from campus
climate research demonstrates that minority students are more likely to have negative
perceptions of the campus climate, and often feel unwelcomed or even threatened on
campus. Students who perceive the campus climate negatively are less likely to be
socially and academically integrated into the university which leads to lower levels of
departure (Museus, Nichols, Lambert 2008 ;Baker and Robnett 2012; Jehangir, Williams
and Jeske 2012).

6

Retention Models
Vincent Tinto’s (1993) work on student retention addresses how student
characteristics immediately preceding entry to college such as their family background,
financial wellbeing, prior academic aptitude, and personality influence the academic and
social integration into the student’s institution. His work has since been expanded on by
other scholars to include more detailed measures of student integration and institutional
commitment (Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon 2004). These retention models are useful
tools for understanding persistence patterns between racial groups, because during the
transition from high school to college, students must adopt a totally new set of norms and
expectations in order to become integrated into their new environment and must also
adjust to the new expectations that are placed on them. This transition is especially
difficult for minority students because their cultural background often does not resemble
that of the majority population at the university (Tinto 1993).
Although retention models tend to regard pre-entry student characteristics as
important factors, what happens after students are enrolled in the university is given the
most theoretical weight. During the first year, students must learn how to manage both
the formal and informal systems that are present in college settings. Academic integration
entails academic performance in the classroom (formal) and faculty interactions outside
of the classroom (informal). There is also social integration, which encompasses
participation in extracurricular activities (formal) and peer group interactions (informal).
The systems within these two domains have a reflexive relationship with each other
where engagement in the formal setting can lead to more engagement in the informal
setting and vice versa.
7

These factors, along with commitments external to the university, influence a
student’s commitment to the institution, which may in turn influence a student’s
departure decision. Discussion and critiques around the approach of Tinto and others to
understanding student departure have led to a sophisticated understanding of student
departure from the university, and more importantly, underscore the importance of
student engagement during the first year of college (Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon
2004). Furthermore, evidence of lower levels of social and academic engagement among
minority college students highlights the relevance of this work for understanding racial
differences in student departure.
Social Background
The primary focus of this research is to examine the role race plays in departure
trajectories; however, it is negligent to examine race without also taking into account how
social class influences both students’ educational experiences and race relations as a
whole. Placement in the social class hierarchy determines the opportunities that are
available for people to flourish. Low class status often acts as a barrier to educational and
occupational advancement opportunities (Sewell, Archibald, and Portes 1969; Teachman
1987;Coleman 1988; Hanson 1994;Grodsky and Jones 2007)Examining social class
background is important because students from disadvantaged backgrounds often reap the
most from earning a college degree. These students have limited social and human capital
which puts them at a distinct disadvantage in the labor market (Brand and Xie 2010).
Although students from lower social class backgrounds may have more to gain from
earning a college degree, this same group is less likely to persist to graduation (GoldrickRab and Pfeffer 2009).
8

The intersection of race and class is foundational to sociological research.
Studying economic disadvantage in the United States is part and parcel of a discussion on
race. In the United States today, class stratification has become the most prominent factor
driving racial inequalities (Wilson 1980). This is not to say that people no longer
encounter racial discrimination, but it suggests that the life chances for racial minorities
are limited more by their position in lower social class positions than by overt racial
discrimination (Wilson 1980). The education achievement gap between those with high
levels of income versus those with low levels of income has grown to nearly twice the
size of the Black-White achievement gap (Reardon 2011). Concentrations of minorities
into disadvantaged neighborhoods lead to higher rates of joblessness and lower rates of
educational attainment (Wilson 1999).
Educational disparities among racial minorities is not a reflection of essentialist
features of racial groups but an indication of the social and political factors which lead to
disadvantages associated with being in these groups (Graves 2002). Educational
inequalities explain many disparities in social class attainment levels among minorities
(Hirschman and Snipp 1999). Scholars have demonstrated the role socioeconomic status
(SES) plays for minority students in several aspects of higher education. Often times,
students from minority backgrounds are impeded from entering higher education because
of lower SES levels (Charles, Roscigno and Torres 2007). When minority students do
gain access to the system of higher education; they still have disparate outcomes (NCES
2012).
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Academic Preparation
Lack of academic preparation is a prominent reason that students leave their
initial postsecondary educational institution. Academic preparation in high school is an
important area to explore when examining college student persistence during the first
year because students who are more prepared for college are more likely to persist
towards graduation (ACT Research and Policy 2013). Academic habits from high school
are likely to influence academic performance during the first semester of college.
Research demonstrates that high school GPA and standardized admissions test scores are
accurate predictors of first year student GPA among all student groups (Ervin,
McCamley-Jenkins, and Bridgeman 2000; Noble and Sawyer 2002). Disadvantaged
students are more likely to have interrupted pathways towards a college degree and they
are more likely to transfer, dropout, or take time off in-between semesters compared to
students from high SES (Cabrera et al. 2005; Goldrick-Rab 2006). Much of this
discrepancy can be explained by lack of preparation for college during high school
(Cabrera et al. 2005).
Differences in academic preparation also influence minority student success in
college. The reliance on local taxes for the funding of school districts continues to
reinforce racial inequalities in educational outcomes because minority students are more
likely to attend under resourced schools (Walters 2001). Racial residential segregation in
the United States creates an educational system in which children of different racial
groups experience separate and unequal educational experiences (Logan, Minca and Adar
2012). Minority students are more likely to attend a failing school, which limits their
chance of having the basic prerequisite knowledge to pursue a college education (Leticia
10

and Alexander 2004). Lack of college preparatory courses, SAT preparation, and college
counseling make gaining access to college challenging (Leticia and Alexander 2004).
Furthermore, scholars also find evidence of racial inequities within well-funded and
racially diverse schools in which many capable minority students are placed on
educational tracks that are not preparing them for the difficulty of college coursework
(Lucas and Berends 2007; Tyson 2011)
Habitus
A concept closely tied with social class background is the concept of habitus.
Pierre Bourdieu theorized about how distinctive cultural differences emerge among
groups of people in different positions in the social hierarchy. The Bourdieuian concept
posits that people are socialized in different ways depending on the social context of their
upbringing (Bourdieu 1979). Different upbringings create distinctive cultural traits that
may act as barriers to people from disadvantaged backgrounds hoping to navigate an
environment dictated by upper-class normative behavior.
The college environment is based on social expectations that are normative for
people from middle and upper-class backgrounds Because of this, students from low SES
backgrounds are put at a disadvantage (Walpole 2003). Middle and upper-class parents
equip their children with the skills needed to navigate middle and upper class social
norms. They make intentional efforts to socialize and educate their children with
formalized activities outside of compulsory education which are transferable to college
life (Lareau 2003). Students must understand how to properly navigate the complicated
social networks and unwritten rules that typify the college life. Habitus is an important
theme to explore when discussing college transitions for minority students.
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Social status background affects the college experience for individual students
who enroll at 4-year schools. The extent to which a student “fits in” to a particular
university is an important determinant of student persistence (Nora 2004). The college
matching process involves aligning the student’s personality with the atmosphere of their
institution (Nora 2004).A student’s satisfaction, which often depends on the level of
acceptance she feels within the school’s social environment, plays a large role in the
decision to re-enroll with the university (Nora 2004). Students from disadvantaged
backgrounds enter college with cultural capital and habitus that are not congruent with
that of majority students, leading them to become less academically and socially engaged
with the university environment (Walpole 2003).
Expectations
During the 1980s and early 1990s there was an increase in educational
expectations among both Black and White students, such that obtaining a college degree
is now nearly a universal cultural expectation for students in the United States (Morgan
1996; Rosenbaum 1997; Domina et al 2011). The influence that expectations have on
students’ academic trajectories is closely tied to each student’s SES background. For
example, high school students with high expectations are more likely to obtain their
career goals if they come from high SES backgrounds (McCelland 1990). This is also
exemplified by the fact that the higher than average academic aspirations of Asian
American students are accounted for by favorable background characteristics, high
academic achievement in high school, and parental expectations (Goyette and Xie 1999).
Exceedingly high expectations among America’s youth mean that many people
fall short of their educational and career aspirations (Rosenbaum 1997). Although
12

discrepancies between expectations and educational attainment are partially explained by
academic performance in high school, they are also closely tied to race. On average,
Black students demonstrate higher educational aspirations than White students, but their
high expectations often fail to predict high levels of achievement even while accounting
for SES (Downey et al 2009; Hauser and Anderson 1991; Kao and Thompson 2003;
Morgan 1996; Rosenbaum 1998). Although Black students tend to exhibit more “proschool” attitudes than do White students, they do not reap the same benefits of positive
attitudes as White students (Downey et al 2009).
Despite these discrepancies, research also demonstrates that expectations have a
positive effect on high school student effort and educational attainment (Domina, Conley
and Farkas 2011). However, Domina and colleagues also find that the effect of student
expectations has become less robust in recent years, suggesting that the returns of higher
expectations may be declining.
Factors at College Entry
Although habitus is important for understanding how students fit in the university
setting, other aspects of social class background are strictly economic. Over the past
decade the cost of attending college has increased dramatically. The average price for
tuition and fees for public, 4- year institutions was $4,115 in 2002-03 (NCES 2013), and
$7,209 in 2011-12 (NCES 2013). For private institutions this number went from $14,313
to $22,934 during the same period (NCES 2013). How students fund their college career
is an integral part of persistence research. Students from low-income backgrounds have
more difficulties accessing higher education in particular because of the cost of attending
college (Cabrera, Burkum, La Nasa 2005). These students also face more challenges
13

when it comes to financing their first year of college, which can hinder their chances of
returning to school during the second year (Bozick 2007).
To pay for the rising costs, about two-thirds of students who attend 4-year, nonprofit colleges, and around 90 percent of enrollees at for-profit institutions, take out
student loans (NCES 2013-170). As a result, federal student loan debt has increased 56
percent between the 2000-01 and 2010-11 school years (NCES 2013). Student loans are
intended to make higher education available for those who cannot afford to pay the costs
up-front, making college more accessible to students, but these loans may also lead to
unmanageable debt for non-completers. When students drop out of school, they are still
accountable for the debt they accrue, but are often left without the economic benefits they
hoped the college degree would bring them (Dwyer, Hodson and McCloud 2012).
Problems surrounding student loans are more prevalent among students who attend forprofit schools. On average, these students take out more loans, take longer to repay their
debt, and have higher rates of default compared to those at non-profit schools (Belfield
2013).
Students who drop out because of their inability to pay for college suffer greatly.
Students who do not complete their degree have difficulty finding employment after
school; non-completers have significantly lower employment rates than do people who
graduate from college (NCES 2013). On average people who do not complete their
degree borrow more money than those who do complete their degree. In 2009, 31 percent
of people who dropped out of college had a cumulative federal debt that was at or above
their income level (NCES 2013). While the costs of dropping out are highly detrimental
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for students, universities still benefit by collecting the tuition costs from the student while
they attended the university.
Parents also play an important role in paying for college. Parents assume that
paying for their child’s college education will increase their likelihood of graduation.
There is a positive relationship between parental financial contributions and students’
likelihood of graduation (Hamilton 2013). Parental financial support allows the student to
focus on their academic pursuits rather than coordinating tuition payments. Costs and
payment strategies are likely to play a key role in the analysis of racial differences in
student departure.
In the era of “college for all universities have increased enrollments through open
admissions policies and remedial support. Rosenbaum’s (1998) research highlights how
open admissions and greater remedial education have made college accessible to many
students who may not necessarily meet the standard requirements for college admission.
Although open access policies and remedial course offer greater access, they also make it
more likely that students will enter college without the academic preparation necessary to
succeed once admitted. Another unintended consequence of expanding college
admissions is the growing perception that admission to college is easy, which Rosenbaum
(2008) finds has lowered academic effort among students. Although Domina and
colleagues (2011) suggests that the “college for all” ethos has had some effect on
performance, they do not find evidence of a negative effect suggested by Rosenbaum.
This continuing debate highlights the importance of open enrollment policies and the
mismatch between student preparation and college requirements for understanding
student persistence and departure.
15

I
DATA & METHODS

Data for this project comes from the Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002
(ELS), a nationally representative study sponsored by the National Center for Education
Statistics. The first wave of data was collected during the spring semester of 2002 when
the students were high school sophomores. The original survey sampled 15,362 students
from 752 selected schools. Data were collected from parents, math and English teachers,
and school administrators. The first follow-up took place in 2004, during a majority of
the student’s senior year (although most students were seniors, some students graduated
early, were held back, or dropped out). Data from the second follow-up were collected in
2006, during students’ second year of college. In this wave, students were asked to reflect
on their first year of college. The ELS allows me to account for time order and
directionality because data were collected before and after the students enrolled in
college. I selected the students who were enrolled at four year institution during the time
of the second follow up survey and dropped missing cases in order to construct the final
analytical sample (N=4372).
Methods
The dependent variable for this study is student departure from a 4-year
institution. This variable was constructed using an ELS composite variable that tracks the
16

student’s educational trajectory during their first year after graduating high school. The
variable includes three departure trajectories: horizontal transfer, reverse transfer, and
dropout (McCormick and Carroll 1997), with students who remain in the same institution
serving as the reference group.
The data collection for the second follow-up wave started in January of 2006,
when students were in their second semester of college, thus this variable reflects
departure occurring during students’ first year of college. Students who indicated that
they transferred to a different four year institution were labeled horizontal transfer. Those
who indicated they transferred to a 2-year school were labeled a reverse transfer. Finally,
students who indicated they were no longer enrolled in college were identified as
dropping out. Table 1, which presents descriptive statistics for the analytical sample,
shows that after the first semester of college, 22.3 percent of students left their initial
institution; eight percent completed a horizontal transferred, six percent reverse
transferred, and eight percent dropped out after their first semester.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics (ELS 2002: N=4372)
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

Variables
Trajectory
No movement
Horizontal transfer
Reverse transfer
Dropout
Race
White/Asian
Black
Hispanic
Social Background
Male
Two parent household
Socioeconomic status
Lowest quartile
Second quartile
Third quartile
Highest quartile
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score
Lowest quartile
Second quartile
Third quartile
Highest quartile
High school GPA
Below 3.0
GPA 3.0 between 3.01-3.5
GPA above 3.51
Expectations
Less than college degree (student)
Less than college degree (parent)
Sustained high expectation (student)
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Mean/ %
77.7%
8.3%
5.6%
8.4%
82.2%
9.9%
7.9%
45.6%
85.0%
.42
10.0%
16.1%
26.3%
47.7%
56.88
5.1%
15.0%
30.4%
49.5%
29.3%
32.7%
38.0%
4.4%
1.7%
89.7%

Table 1 (Continued)

College Information
Private school
For profit
Public
Relative Score at Entry
Open admissions
Lower than college average
At college average
Higher than college average
Campus Integration
Talked to advisor
Talked to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Financial Arrangments
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans

33.2%
7.3%
59.4%
5.9%
13.7%
44.2%
36.2%
91.5%
88.7%
51.2%
77.8%
51.4%

The main independent variable, race, is based on students’ self-identified racial
categories. The data used for the race variables were collected during the first follow-up
survey, while the students were in their senior year of high school. The seven racial
categories from the ELS include American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian/Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander, and Black or African American, Hispanic/no race specified, Hispanic/race
specified, White, and more than one race. Given that White and Asian students have
similarly high levels of achievement in higher education, for methodological purposes, I
combined White and Asian students in the same category to be used as the reference
group. This approach has been used in the past by researchers asking similar questions
(Goldrick-Rab and Pfeffer 2009; Goldrick-Rab 2006). Since the dataset does not reveal
which racial group Hispanic respondents specified, all Hispanic students are combined in
19

the same racial/ethnic category. I created three dummies to account for race; the final
racial groups for this analysis are White/Asian (N=3,592), Black (N=433) and Hispanic
(N=347).
The first set of explanatory variables capture the students background
characteristics. To account for social background I included variables for gender
(male=1), family structure (two-parent household=1) and socioeconomic status (SES).
The gender variable is based off of self-reported data from the first follow-up survey.
Males make up 45 percent of college students in the analytical sample. For the measure
of marital status, parents who indicated they were married or in a “marriage-like”
relationship (two parents=1) were compared to students coming from families with other
arrangements. In this sample 85 percent of students came from a two parent household.
SES is a continuous composite score calculated by the ELS parent questionnaire that
accounts for the father or male guardian’s level of education and occupational prestige,
mother or female guardian’s level of education and occupational prestige, and family
income. Although I use the continuous SES variable in my multivariate analyses, I also
use ELS’s measure of SES quartiles during the cross tabulation analysis. Table 1
demonstrates that on average, the students in this sample come from relatively privileged
social backgrounds, with nearly half of the students coming from the highest SES
quartile, while only 10 percent came from the lowest quartile. These three variables were
taken from the base year survey in order to understand the student’s upbringing, since
these factors are not only important for college persistence, but also play a role in the
preparation and capital students receive during their adolescent years.
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The next set of variables measure students’ level of academic preparation before
they enrolled in college. The first variable is a measure of cumulative grade point average
(GPA) from the entirety of the student’s high school career, which was created by ELS
using transcript data from the respondents. I created two dummies to account for student
GPA; one dummy for students that have a 3.0 and lower and another for students between
3.01 and 3.5. Students with grade point averages above 3.5 make up the reference group.
I also include a continuous measurement of math performance based on cognitive tests
administered by the ELS. The measure, which is divided into quartiles, is an estimate of
cognitive math ability relative to the entire 12th grade population. Half of the students in
the analytical sample were in the highest quartile for achievement in math while only 5
percent were in the lowest quartile.
The third set of explanatory variables includes measures of parent expectations of
their child’s educational attainment and also the student’s own expectations. Parental
expectations are taken from the base year parental survey. The respondents were asked if
they expected their children to obtain less than a high school degree, GED, High school
graduation only, at least attend a 2 year school, attend a 4-year school but not complete
the degree, graduate from college, earn a Masters or similar degree , and obtain a PhD or
MD. This variable was recoded so that students whose parents expect their child to
graduate from college with at least a four year degree (college graduation= 1) are
compared to students whose parents do not expect them to graduate from college with a
four year degree. The focus is on parental expectations from the base year survey because
parental expectations during the 10th grade will likely effect the level of support parents
provide for their child’s academic preparation for college.
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Student’s own expectations of educational attainment are drawn from their senior
year of high school (first follow-up wave). Similar to how I coded my measure of
parents’ expectations, students who expect to graduate from college with at least four
years degree (college graduation= 1) are compared to students who expect other
outcomes. I also include a second variable related to expectations, which tracks changes
in students’ expectations for educational attainment 10th and 12th grade. Students who
said they expected to graduate from college in both waves 1 and 2 (sustained high
expectations throughout hs=1) were compared to students whose expectations wavered.
In the analytical sample, 96 percent of students expected to graduate from college, 98
percent had parents who expected them to graduate, and 91 percent had consistently high
expectations from themselves throughout high school.
I also include a variable about the type of university the student attends, which
includes three categories: public (reference group), private, not for profit (noted as
private), and private, for profit (noted as for profit).The majority of student were initially
enrolled in public colleges or universities, with about 33 percent in private schools, and
only .7 percent in at for-profit schools. The second variable measures respondents’
entrance exam scores, based on either SAT or ACT, relative to first time degree seeking
undergraduate students at their first post-secondary institution. This variable includes
four categories. The first category includes students who attended an institution that had
an open admissions policy. The remaining three categories measure whether the student
has lower than average admissions scores (Low relative score=1), scores near the school
average (middle relative score=1), and scores above the average (high relative score=1).
Students with higher than average scores serve as the reference group. In the sample, 6
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percent of students went to an institution with an open admissions policy, 13 percent had
a low relative score, 44 percent had a high relative score, and 63 percent had a high
relative score.
The next set of variables account for the student’s level of integration into the
university. To account for academic and social integration I draw from two questions in
the ELS that directly relate to involvement. The first questions are used to gauge how
often students utilize advising resources on campus. The respondents were asked, “How
often does the student meet with advisor about academic plans?” Students could choose
never, sometimes, and often. In the analysis students who “sometimes” or “often” met
with an advisor (talk to advisor=1) were compared to students who “never” met with their
advisor. Students were also asked, “How often does the student talk with faculty about
academic matters outside of class?” Students could choose never, sometimes and often.
Those who “sometimes” or “often” met with a faculty member (talk to faculty outside of
class=1) were compared to those who “never” talked with a faculty member outside of
class. In the analytical sample, 91 percent of students talked to their advisor sometimes or
often and 88 percent of the students met with a faculty member outside of class
sometimes or often.
I also assess variables related to social integration. The students were asked about
how often they participated in varsity or intercollegiate sports, in extracurricular
activities, and in intramural or non-varsity sports. The respondents were able to choose
never, sometimes or often in regards to how frequently they participate in these activities.
If a student indicated that they “often” participated in at least one of these activities they
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were consider highly involved on campus (high involved on campus=1). In the sample,
51 percent of the respondents indicated being highly involved on campus.
I also include two variables regarding students’ college payment arrangements.
The ELS asks students if their education was paid for with parental loans, with
contributions for family, and if students had loan repayment agreements with their
parents. The first variable measures whether the student received or will receive any
form of financial assistance from their family (yes= 1).The second variable accounted for
whether the student took out any type of student loan (yes=1). In the sample, 77 percent
of students had financial help from family, and 51 percent of students took out student
loans.
Analytical Strategy
The initial phase of the study uses cross tabulation to examine racial differences
in the multiple independent variables. This will provide a basic understanding of the how
the independent variables used to explain the outcome vary across racial groups. Next, I
use multinomial logistic regression to assess how race and the other explanatory variables
(SES, high school performance, educational expectations, integration into the university
and method of payment) influence the odds of horizontal transferring, backwards
transferring, and dropping out compared to staying in the same institution during
students’ first year of college. The first model examines the bivariate relationship
between the primary independent variable (race) and the dependent variable (departure
trajectory); the second model includes the explanatory variables on the race gap. In
supplementary analysis I introduce models that examine the cumulative effects of my
independent variables on various departure pathways. In these analyses model 1
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examines the bivariate relationship between race and departure trajectory; model 2 adds
social background, model 3 adds academic preparation, model 4 adds expectations,
model 5 adds school characteristics, model 6 examines students’ relative standing upon
entry and measures of integration into the university, and model 7 adds measures of
payment arrangement to the analysis.
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RESULTS

Bivariate
Table 2 presents the percentage distributions for measures of social background,
academic preparation, expectations, school information, integration into the university,
and method of payment, by race. More female students were enrolled at a four year
institution than male students; 53.7 percent of White and Asian, 56.6 percent of Black
students, and 59.4 percent of Hispanic students were female.
Black students were significantly less likely than other students to come from
two parent households; 87.8 percent of White and Asian students and 80.7 percent of
Hispanic students came from two parent households but only 65.4 percent of Black
students did. SES also varied greatly by race; 51.4 percent of White and Asian students
came from the highest SES quartile bracket while only 32.3 percent of black students and
28 percent of Hispanic students came from this bracket.
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Table 2

Percentage Distributions by Race
(ELS 2002: N=4372)

Variables
Social Background
Gender
Male
Female
Family Structure ***
Two parent household
Not two parent household
Socioeconomic Status ***
Lowest Quartile
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Highest Quartile
Academic Preparation
Math Score Quartile ***
Lowest Quartile
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Highest Quartile
High School GPA ***
Below 3.0
GPA 3.0 between 3.01-3.5
GPA above 3.51
Expectations
Student ***
Less than college degree
College degree
Expectations over time***
Sustained high expectation during HS
Changed expectations during HS
Parent
Less than college degree
College degree
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White/Asian

Black

Hispanic

46.3%
53.7%

43.4%
56.6%

40.6%
59.4%

87.8%
12.2%

65.4%
34.6%

80.7%
19.3%

7.2%
14.8%
26.5%
51.4%

19.6%
23.8%
24.2%
32.3%

24.8%
20.2%
27.1%
28.0%

2.8%
12.6%
29.6%
55.1%

18.7%
31.6%
33.0%
16.6%

12.1%
19.3%
36.0%
32.6%

24.6%
33.7%
41.7%

62.1%
25.4%
12.5%

37.5%
31.7%
30.8%

3.6%
96.4%

7.2%
92.8%

8.6%
91.4%

90.6%
9.4%

86.6%
13.4%

84.4%
15.6%

1.6%
98.4%

2.3%
97.7%

1.7%
98.3%

Table 2 (Continued)

College Information
School type **
Public school
Private school
For-profit
Student's Relative Score at Entry***
Open admissions
Low relative score
Middle relative score
High relative score
Campus Integration
Talk to dvisor
Never
Sometime/ Often
Talk to facultyoutside of class
Never
Sometime/ Often
Involved on campus **
Not highly involved
Highly involved on campus
Financial Arrangments
Help from family ***
Financial assistance from family
No financial assistance from family
Student loans***
Took out student loans
Did not take out loans
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01 Chi Square

65.3%
34.1%
0.6%

71.4%
27.5%
1.2%

67.1%
31.7%
1.2%

4.7%
10.9%
44.8%
39.5%

11.3%
26.6%
42.3%
19.9%

11.5%
25.6%
40.1%
22.8%

8.6%
91.4%

6.9%
93.1%

9.2%
90.8%

11.1%
88.9%

11.3%
88.7%

13.3%
86.7%

47.9%
52.1%

51.7%
48.3%

54.8%
45.2%

79.3%
20.7%

73.0%
27.0%

68.3%
31.7%

49.6%
50.4%

66.5%
33.5%

51.6%
48.4%

The descriptive statistics also reveal differences between racial groups in
preparation for college. More White and Asian students performed highly on
standardized math tests than other students; more than half of White students in the
sample scored in the highest quartile, while only 16% of Black students and 32.6% of
Hispanic students scored as high. Also, a greater proportion of White and Asian students
had GPAs above a 3.5 than Black and Hispanic students.
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Despite the varying degrees of academic preparation between racial groups there
was little difference between student and parent educational expectations between racial
groups. Parents and students from every racial group tended to have high expectations for
their student’s educational career. At least 97 percent of parents from any racial group
expected their child to graduate from college. Students also had high expectations for
themselves; over 92 percent of students expected to graduate from college.
There are racial differences in the types of universities students attend. A greater
proportion of black students attended public institutions compared to a private institution
(71.4 percent Black, 65.3 percent White and Asian, and 67.1 percent Hispanic). A smaller
proportion of White students attend institutions with open enrollment policies compared
to Blacks and Hispanics. White students were also less likely to have an admissions score
lower relative to the rest of the student body.
The relationship between race and academic integration into the university, as
measured by frequency of interactions with advisors and faculty members, was
statistically insignificant. There were only small racial differences in student involvement
on campus; 52.1 percent of White students are highly involved on campus, while 48.3
percent of Black students and 45.2 percent of Hispanic students are.
I do, however, find racial differences in how students pay for college. A smaller
proportion of Hispanic students received financial assistance from a family member in
order to pay for college; 68.3 percent of Hispanic students had help to pay for college
compared to 79.3 percent of White students and 73.0 percent of Black students. Black
students were more likely to take out student loans; 66.5 percent of Black students took
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out student loans compared to 49.6 percent of White and 51.6 percent of Hispanic
students.
Multivariate
Next, I used multinomial logistic regression to evaluate whether and to what
extent departure pathways varied by race, as well as the factors that influenced departure
pathways generally. Table 3 displays results from multinomial logistic regression models
for various forms of departure compared to no movement. Although I did not find
significant race gaps for horizontal and reverse transferring (vs. no movement), I did find
a racial disparity among students who drop out of college. In table 3, model 1a, Black
students had nearly twice the odds of dropping out compared to White and Asian students
(Odds= 1.95, p< .01). Although the bivariate model indicates some racial differences
among dropouts, once I included various control variables, the trends were altered. In the
full model (model 2), Black students no longer have greater odds of dropping out
compared to white and Asian students. Hispanic students now have a significantly lower
odds of dropping out (Odds=0.54, p<.01) and Black students now have lower odds of
reverse transferring (Odds=0.44, p<.01). Race remains an insignificant factor for
horizontal transfers.
Supplementary analysis demonstrates how each set of variables influences racial
differences in departure trajectories (Appendix A). Based on the analysis differences in
academic preparation had the greatest effect on racial differences in dropping out. The
first model in table 1 demonstrates the bivariate racial disparity among dropouts (Black
students Odds= 1.95, p<.01). The introduction of social background in the second model
explains some of the black-white gap in dropping out, but nearly half of the odds gap
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remained. Interestingly, the Black/White and Asian race gap in dropping out reverses
once academic preparation is accounted for. In the third model, a gap also emerged
between Hispanic and White/Asian students. This means that among students with
similar social backgrounds and levels of academic preparation, both Black and Hispanic
students actually had lower odds of dropping out than White students. I found a similar
suppression effect in appendix A, table 3, model 3 which focuses on the odds of
backwards transferring. Although the bivariate model does not show any significant race
gaps in backwards transferring, when I accounted for academic preparation, a significant
race effect emerged, with blacks having lower odds of backwards transferring than
whites. The lower odds of Blacks and Hispanics continued regardless of the other
variables included afterwards. The introduction of the integration variables only tempers
the Black/White gap but not for Hispanics. The integration variables help explain the
outcomes but do not explain the race gap among dropouts.
The results from the bivariate analysis (table 2) and the multivariate analysis
demonstrate the importance of academic preparation in high school for explaining the
race gap. Hispanic and Black students had lower GPAs and performed worse on
standardized math tests. These same variables explained the race gap in the multivariate
analysis. Poor academic preparation likely limited the college choices available for Black
and Hispanic students. Lack of choices makes it less likely that the students attended an
institution that best suited their needs. Also, poor academic performance in high school
possibly led to poor academic performance during the first year of college which would
have led to a departure.
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Black and Hispanic students had lower odds of dropping out once social
background and academic preparation was accounted for (appendix a, table 1, model 3).
Their advantage persists after adding controls for expectations, and school characteristics
(appendix a, table 1, model 4-5). This advantage disappears for Black students once the
different measures of academic and social integration are included in the analysis (model
6). These results suggest that being academically and socially integrated does not reduce
the odds of dropping out for Black students like it does for White and Asian students. On
its own, measures of academic and social integration actually increase the initial racial
gap (appendix a, table 2, model 6). Introduction of the integration variables does not alter
the odds for Hispanic students to dropout. The relationship between race and dropping
out is not altered when method of payment is included into the analysis. The literature
review discussed findings that demonstrate that the college environment is a hostile place
for minority students which may lead to higher instances of dropping out
(Museus,Nichols,Lambert 2008; Johnson 2012;Baker and Robnett 2012; Jehangir,
Williams and Jeske 2012). The evidence from this analysis suggests that Black and
Hispanic students did not gain the same benefits from being academically and social
integrated which provides evidence to the literature’s claim.
In addition to explaining the racial disparity, the explanatory variables offer
important insight into the departure trajectories for all students. Although I found no
gender differences in the odds of reverse transferring (vs. no movement), I did find
significant gender effects for other departure trajectories. Male students had lower odds
(Odds=0.84, p<.1) than females of completing a horizontal transfer but greater odds of
dropping out (Odds= 1.55, p<.01). This finding is consistent with research that
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demonstrates a growing gender advantage in higher education that is in favor of women
(Bachman and DiPrete 2006). Women are now completing college at a higher rate.
Greater odds of dropping among men demonstrate this pattern because students with
interrupted pathways during higher education are less likely to graduate from college
(McCormick 2003).
Higher SES levels reduced the odds of reverse transfer and dropping out, but
were not significant for horizontal transfers. The relationship status of a student’s parents
was not significant for any of the trajectories. The variable for SES significantly
decreased the odds of reverse transferring and dropping out even while controlling for
other variables. This finding suggests that habitus is an important element for these types
of departures. SES levels remained significant even while controlling for race, academic
preparation, integration into the university, and method of payment. This suggests that
students from lower SES backgrounds face additional barriers in finding an institution
that bests fits their needs. Having a habitus that was non congruent with the college
environment likely influenced student departures among those who dropped out and
reverse transferred.
Measures of academic preparation played an important role in student trajectories.
Increases in math scores were not significantly related to changes in odds for horizontal
transferring but having higher math scores did significantly decrease the odds of reverse
transferring (Odds=-0.94, p<.01) and dropping out. (Odds=-0.94, p<.01). Each one point
increase in the math score indicator resulted in a .06 decrease in the odds of reverse
transfer and the odds of dropping out. High school GPA was also a significant predictor
of backwards transferring and dropping out. For example, students with GPAs below a
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3.0 had over four times the odds of reverse transferring and dropping out compared to
students with GPAs over 3.5. Students with GPAs below 3.0 also had slightly higher
odds (Odds= 1.38, p<.05) of making a horizontal transfer. Academic preparation was the
most important set of indicators for explaining the racial gap in college student dropouts.
However, the results also demonstrated that academic preparation during high school
influences student trajectories for students from all racial groups. Those who perform
well during high school are more likely to enroll at institutions that are a good fit for
them. Students on the lower end of academic preparation are more likely to reverse
transfer or dropout. It is likely that students who do not perform well during well during
high school also have difficulty with the academic rigors of college or that their college
choice options were limited due to their subpar performance which would produce a
higher odds of enrolling at an institution that is not a good fit for the student.
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a

a

GPA between 3.01-3.5b
Expectations
College expectation, student
College expectation, parent
Sustained high expectations

GPA 3.0 or below

b

1.19

1.95 ***

1a

Dropout

0.94 ***
4.85 ***
1.83 ***
1.06
3.33
0.63 *

0.94 ***
4.66 ***
2.22 ***
0.85
0.59
0.89

0.44 ***
0.73

2b

1.10
0.83 *
1.26

1.23

1.06

2a

1.55 ***
0.70 ***
0.97

0.54 ***

0.74

1b

Reverse

1.03

1.32

3a

Horizontal

1.11
1.14
0.98

0.99
1.38 **
0.94

0.80 *
0.97
1.20

1.00

1.15

3b

Odds Ratios for the Bivariate Relationship and Full Model from the Multinomial Logistic Regression of Departure
Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002: N =4372)

Hispanic
Social Background
Male
Socioeconomic status
Two parent household
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score

Black

Race

Table 3
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d
d

a

b

c

5941.323

53.1717
d

5941.323

1.40 *
1.29 *

0.30 ***
0.42 ***
0.62 ***

0.37 ***
0.40 ***
0.48 ***
0.72 **
1.14

0.75 *

0.54 *
0.65 *

1.33

0.82

0.90

1.52 *
0.66 *

0.61

1.24

GPA above 3.5 Public School 3.5 Standing above average

53.1717

Reference Groups: White/Asian
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01

Log Likelihood

Standing at average
Integration
Talk to advisor
Talk to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Payment
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans

d

Standing lower than average

Open admissions

For profit

c

Private schoolc

School Characteristics

Table 3 (Continued)
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53.1717

5941.323

1.25
1.41 ***

0.33 ***
0.54 ***
0.72 ***

0.62 **
0.90

0.84

1.46 ***
1.22

Although expectations did not have substantial effects on departure trajectories,
they did produce a few marginally significant results. For example, students who
expected to graduate from college throughout their high school career had lower odds of
reverse transferring compared to students whose expectations wavered. Student and
parent expectations do not influence student trajectories or the racial disparity among
college dropouts. These results are due to the fact that there were universally high
expectations among all students. The lack of variability among students led to the lack of
statistically significant results; students who attended a four year institution also expected
to attend one while growing up.
Attending a private school compared to a public school only significantly effects
the odds for horizontal transfers; students at private institutions had .46 (P<.01) more
odds of horizontal transferring than students who are public institutions. This increase
among students that attend private schools may be due to the smaller course offerings and
higher costs among private schools compared to public schools. Students may enroll at a
private institution during the first semester but transfer to another school to find a better
fit. Attending a school with an open admissions policy decreased the odds of a reverse
transferring, compared to those with relatively high admissions scores (Odds= 0.54,
p<.1), but increased the odds of dropping out (Odds=1.52, p<.1). Students who attend
schools with open admissions policies may do so because of low or non-existent
admissions scores. Low or non-existent admissions test scores limit a student’s options
for college and thus increasing the chances that the student ends up at an institution that is
a poor fit for them. Interestingly, students with lower than average admissions scores
were less likely to dropout, reverse transfer, and horizontal transfer. When controlling for
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the other pre-entry variables, students with a lower relative admissions tests score had
lower odds of transferring backwards, horizontally, and dropping out. Students who
enrolled at an institution where their admissions score was lower than the rest of the
student body were more likely to fit well with that institution. When students have a
lower admissions score it means that the students likely viewed admission to the
institution as a long shot and thus have more incentive to remain at the institution
compared to students who have a high relative score. Students with a high relative score
might use the institution as a secondary option after not getting admitted to more
prestigious schools.
The three campus integration variables were significant for every departure
trajectory. Students who talked with their advisor had lower odds of dropping out
(Odds=0.37, p<.01), reverse transferring (Odds=0.30, p<.01), and horizontal transferring
(Odds=0.33, p<.01). Similarly, students who talked to faculty members outside of the
class room had lower odds of dropping out (Odds=0.40, p<.01), reverse transferring
(Odds=0.42, p<.01), and horizontal transferring (Odds=0.54, p<.01). All students who
made connections with professional staff members at their institution were more likely to
remain at that institution. When students are supported during their time at an institution
they are more likely to remain at that institution. These variables are important for every
trajectory. Extracurricular involvement also played an important role in departure
decisions; students who were highly involved had lower odds of dropping out
(Odds=0.48, p<.01), reverse transferring (Odds=0.62, p<.01), and horizontal transferring
(Odds=0.72, p<.01). Students who are involved outside of the classroom are more likely
to have positive experiences and form a commitment to the university. The social bonds
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gained during these activities prevent students from leaving their initial institution. These
variables are helpful for predicting specific departure trajectories but they are not able to
account for the racial disparity among dropouts. When integration variables are
introduced black students are no longer less likely to dropout (appendix A, Table 1,
Model 6).
Method of payment played an interesting role in departure decision making.
Having financial assistance from family increased the odds of reverse transferring
(Odds=1.40,p<.10) but decreased the odds of dropping out (Odds=0.72, p<.05). It
appears that students who had family support had greater odds of using a 2-year school as
a safety-net compared to students who did not. Students who are supported financially by
family members have an opportunity to pay for a reverse transfer compared to students
who do not. In addition, students who took out student loans had higher odds of
horizontal transferring (Odds=1.41, p<.01), and reverse transferring (Odds=1.29, p<.10)
compared to students who did not. Students who did not take out loans likely had
financial aid packages which tied them to their initial institution. For example, they might
have an academic or athletic scholarship which ties them to that school.
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DISCUSSION

This study investigated whether student departure trajectories during the first year
of college varied by race. Student departure during the first year of school is prevalent
among students in all racial groups; however, the results demonstrate that racial
disparities in first year departure trajectories exist. Black students have more than twice
the odds of dropping out during the first year of college than white students. The findings
give primacy other than race when explaining departure trajectories in higher education.
The initial racial disparity is explained by looking at students with similar levels of
academic preparation.
Social class background, student and parent expectations, school characteristics,
integration into the university, and method of payment all showed varying degrees of
importance for explaining. These factors, however, did not measure up to the explanatory
power of academic preparation. The gap between Black and White students is fully
explained when academic preparation is accounted for. Students who were less prepared
based on their high school achievements were more likely to depart from their school
during the first year of college. Student pathways through higher education are heavily
influenced by the student experiences before entering college. Understanding the role of
race helps paint a clearer picture of the role social background plays in college
persistence. The race findings are consistent with argument that race is declining in
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significance when explaining disparities in the United States (Wilson 1993). The results
provide an explanation for the racial disparity which is separate from the potential unique
opportunities racial minorities encounter in higher education.
These findings also provide insight on student trajectories for all students. This
research support findings from studies that demonstrate the importance of high school
academic preparation for academic success during the first year of college (Bridgeman,
McCamley-Jenkins 2000; Noble and Sawyer 2002). This paper also builds on previous
research by examining disparities in the different types of departure trajectories
(Goldrick-Rab 2006; Goldrick-Rab and Pfeffer 2009).
This research adds support to the usefulness of theoretical models related to
student retention (Tinto 1993; Braxton, Hirschy and McClendon 2004). Student retention
models focus on student commitment to their institution by measuring levels of academic
and social integration into the university. Overall, students who are academically and
socially integrated into their university tend to remain at their initial institution during the
first year. The odds of each trajectory were significantly reduced by the student’s level of
integration into the university. However, the model did not explain the race gaps in
departure trajectories.
Previous studies which focused on social class, found that students from low SES
backgrounds were more likely to have interrupted pathways throughout through higher
education (Cabrera et al. 2005, Goldrick-Rab 2006; Goldrick-Rab and Pfeffer 2009). The
results of this study reinforce these findings by demonstrating that social class affects
college student trajectories even during the first year of college.
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This paper also reflects findings from other studies, which demonstrate that
college graduation is a near universal expectation for all students (Morgan 1996, Domina
et al 2011, Rosenbaum 1998) and that Black students often fall short of their academic
expectations. (Downey et al 2009; Hauser and Anderson 1991; Kao and Thompson 2003;
Morgan 1996: Rosenbaum 1998) In the sample 92.8 percent of Black students expected
to graduate but they were twice the odds of dropping out during the first year of school.
This study is not without its limitations. The study did not account for the racial
composition of the university. Measures of academic and social integration would
potentially be altered if there was an understanding of the universities’ racial
demographic information. Also, indicators for of formal academic integration were
limited by the fact that the available data did not account for first year grades in college.
Having that indicator would have helped explain differences in student trajectory. Also,
it would have helped the analysis to have a measure for informal social integration. I was
able to measure participation in formal extracurricular activities but I could not account
for informal social network bonds. Additionally the data does not on social integration
does not account for the types of extracurricular activities people are participating in. To
be a better indicator for explaining the experiences of different racial groups, integration
variables should measure the types of organizations students are involved in and the level
of racial integration within that organization. Students may become involved with
organizations in reaction to a negative racial climate, thus limiting the measurements
validity. Finally, although the clustered nature of this type of educational data requires
researchers to take extra steps to account for error related to nesting (Meinck and
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Rodriguez 2013), sampling weights and other strategies to adjust for possible error are
not used in this analysis.
Research already demonstrates that race influence access to quality education in
the United States (Walters 2001;Leticia and Alexander 2004;Logan, Minca and Adar
2012). Further research should focus on the relationship between race and academic
preparation and how relates to student departure in higher education. Also, future
research on this on this topic should move past the first year of college to see how
departure trajectories change later in college. The ELS recently released the results from
their third follow-up survey (2012). The time frame of the study means that many factors
that influence persistence decisions might not be important until later on in the college
experience. Different factors may display different degrees of salience later in the college
career which were not significant during the first. With the newly available data
researchers can examine if the same factor influence student trajectories later in the
college career as those during the first year.
These results have important implications for universities looking to improve
institutional retention rates for all students. In order to improve student retention
universities must make supporting their students an institution wide priority (Tinto 1996).
Universities should place extra effort to support their college students during their first
year of college. Several types of programs have proved useful for different institutions.
Many schools offer remedial education for students who are on the margins of the
academic admissions requirements with the hope of bringing them onto par with the other
students (Dinah and Nat 2013). Given the importance of academic preparation for
explaining racial disparities, this approach is likely to help close racial gaps on individual
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campuses. Also, residential learning communities have the potential to boost the retention
of first year students living on-campus by increasing social and academic integration into
the university (Andrade 2008). Some institutions even provide individualized
interventions for first year students who are at risk for departure (Farrell 2007). Students
who are deemed at risk meet with an assigned mentor in order to identify potential
problems and find solutions for them. These programs are especially helpful for first
generation college students who may not have knowledge of how to navigate the college
landscape. These types of programs are helpful but they are limited because they only
address issues after students have entered school.
Reducing disparities in student trajectory patterns in higher education also
requires an understanding of the social context from which students emerge. How a
student fares during the first year of college is not determined solely by what happens at
the university. University programs focused on improving student retention cannot
account for a student’s academic preparation before they enrolled at the university.
Student departure decisions are heavily influenced by factors occurring before entry to
college. This is especially true when explaining racial disparities in departure trajectories.
Universities must take a proactive approach that ensures equity of outcomes and
social justice for the entire student body. Efforts to increase campus diversity should not
come at the expense of underprepared minority students. When universities admit
students they should make every effort to accommodate for the needs of their students.
Admission to the university should be met with the legitimate opportunity to excel.
However, decreasing racial disparities in higher education cannot be reduced without
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addressing structural inequities that produce racial disparities in academic preparation
and capital prior to college entry.
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SUPPLEMTARY ANALYSIS
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Table 4

Odds Ratios Predicting Dropout (vs. No Movement) from Multinomial
Logistic Regression of Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal
Table 1 :Odds
Ratios
Dropout (vs. No Movement) from Multinomial Logistic Regression of
Study
ofPredicting
2002: N=4372)
Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002: N =4372)

Variables

I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

Race
Blacka

1.95 *** 1.49 **
a

1.19

Hispanic
Social Background
Male
Socioeconomic status
Two parent household
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score

0.86

0.65 ** 0.74
0.74
0.56 *** 0.54 *** 0.54 ***

0.95 *** 0.95 *** 0.95 *** 0.94 *** 0.94 ***
5.22 *** 5.10 *** 5.09 *** 4.62 *** 4.66 ***
2.37 *** 2.35 *** 2.39 *** 2.22 *** 2.22 ***

GPA 3.0 or below

b

GPA between 3.01-3.5
Expectations
College expectation, student
College expectation, parent
Sustained high expectations
School Characteristics

0.67
0.56 *
0.84

Private schoolc
c

For profit

d

Standing lower than average

0.82
0.65
0.85

0.84
0.59 *
0.89

0.85
0.59
0.89

0.97

1.22

1.24

0.66

0.63

0.61

1.90 *** 1.52 *
0.64 ** 0.67 *
0.88
0.90

Open admissions

d

Standing at averaged
Integration
Talk to advisor
Talk to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Payment
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans

1.52 *
0.66 *
0.90

0.37 *** 0.37 ***
0.39 *** 0.40 ***
0.48 *** 0.48 ***
0.72 **
1.14
53.17

a

0.67 **
0.57 **

1.61 *** 1.50 *** 1.47 *** 1.46 *** 1.55 *** 1.55 ***
0.48 *** 0.56 *** 0.58 *** 0.59 *** 0.65 *** 0.70 ***
0.92
0.93
0.92
0.94
0.94
0.97

b

Log Likelihood

0.65 **
0.57 **

Reference Groups: White/Asian
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01

b

4199.32 6257.624 6233.277 6188.442 5967.228 5941.323

GPA above 3.5 c Public School 3.5 d Standing above average
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Table 5

Odds Ratios Predicting Dropout (vs. No Movement) from Multinomial
Logistic Regression of Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal
Table 2: Odds
Ratios
Dropout (vs. No Movement) from Multinomial Logistic Regression of
Study
ofPredicting
2002: N=4372)
Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002: N =4372)

Variables

I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

Race
Blacka

1.95 *** 1.49 **
a

1.19

Hispanic
Social Background
Male
Socioeconomic status
Two parent household
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score

0.86

0.75 *
0.74

1.83 *** 1.57 *** 2.00 *** 1.80 ***
1.09
0.95
1.09
1.10

1.61 ***
0.48 ***
0.92
0.94 ***
5.67 ***
2.47 ***

b

GPA 3.0 or below

GPA between 3.01-3.5b
Expectations
College expectation, student
College expectation, parent
Sustained high expectations
School Characteristics

.462 ***
.292 ***
.649 **

c

0.81

Private school
c

0.82

For profit

d

6.09 ***

Open admissions

Standing lower than average

d

1.76 ***

d

Standing at average
Integration
Talk to advisor
Talk to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Payment
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans

1.59 ***
0.37 ***
0.35 ***
0.41 ***
0.51 ***
1.28 **
53.17

Log Likelihood
a

Reference Groups: White/Asian
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01

b

4199.32 5931.946 161.134 338.469 6281.393 179.031

GPA above 3.5 c Public School 3.5 d Standing above average
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Table 6

Odds Ratios Predicting Reverse Transfer (vs. No Movement) from
Multinomial Logistic regression of Departure Trajectories (Educational
Table: 3 Odds Ratios
Predicting Study
Reverseof
Transfer
No Movement) from Multinomial Logistic Regression of
Longitudinal
2002:(vs.
N=4372)
Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002: N =4372)

Variables

I

II

1.06

0.95

1.23

1.04

III

IV

V

VI

VII

Race
Blacka
a

Hispanic
Social Background
Male
Socioeconomic status
Two parent household
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score

0.43 *** 0.43 *** 0.42 *** 0.46 *** 0.44 ***
0.73
0.70
0.73
0.71
0.73

1.23
1.08
1.06
1.05
0.65 *** 0.76 *** 0.76 *** 0.77 **
1.21
1.25
1.28
1.26

GPA 3.0 or below

GPA between 3.01-3.5b
Expectations
College expectation, student
College expectation, parent
Sustained high expectations
School Characteristics

1.07
3.81
0.62 *

c

Private school
c

For profit

d

1.08
3.70 *
0.61 **

1.10
3.35
0.64 *

1.06
3.33
0.63 *

0.71 **
1.53

0.87

0.82

1.49

1.33

0.53 *
0.65 *

0.54 *
0.65 *

0.76

0.75 *

0.64

Open admissions

d

0.63 *
0.75 *

d

Standing at average
Integration
Talk to advisor
Talk to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Payment
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans

0.31 *** 0.30 ***
0.42 *** 0.42 ***
0.62 *** 0.62 ***
1.40 *
1.29 *
53.17

Log Likelihood
a

1.10
0.83 *
1.26

0.96 *** 0.96 *** 0.95 *** 0.94 *** 0.94 ***
5.36 *** 5.32 *** 5.35 *** 4.93 *** 4.85 ***
1.95 *** 1.95 *** 1.95 *** 1.85 *** 1.83 ***

b

Standing lower than average

1.08
0.84 *
1.27

Reference Groups: White/Asian
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01

b

4199.32 6257.624 6233.277 6188.442 5967.228 5941.323

GPA above 3.5 c Public School 3.5 d Standing above average
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Table 7

Odds Ratios Predicting Reverse Transfer (vs. No Movement) from
Multinomial Logistic regression of Departure Trajectories (Educational
Table 4: Odds Ratios
Predicting Study
Reverseof
Transfer
No Movement) from Multinomial Logistic Regression of
Longitudinal
2002:(vs.
N=4372)
Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002: N =4372)

Variables

I

II

Race
Blacka
1.06
Hispanica
1.23
Social Background
Male
Socioeconomic status
Two parent household
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score
GPA 3.0 or belowb
b
GPA between 3.01-3.5
Expectations
College expectation, student
College expectation, parent
Sustained high expectations
School Characteristics
c
Private school
c
For profit
Open admissionsd
Standing lower than averaged
Standing at averaged
Integration
Talk to advisor
Talk to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Payment
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans
Log likelihood

III

0.95
1.04

0.43 *** 1.02
0.80
1.15

Reference Groups: White/Asian
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01

b

V

VI

VII

0.91
1.09

1.09
1.15

1.01
1.24

1.23
0.65 ***
1.21
0.95 ***
5.37 ***
1.96 ***
0.73
2.24
0.51 ***
0.60
1.94
1.80
1.78
1.33

***
**
***
*
0.33 ***
0.38 ***
0.53 ***
1.09
1.33 **

53.17
a

IV

4199.32 5931.946 161.134 338.469 6281.393 179.031
GPA above 3.5 c Public School 3.5 d Standing above average
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Table 8

Odds Ratios Predicting Horizontal Transfer (vs. No Movement) from
Multinomial Logistic Regression of Departure Trajectories (Educational
Table 5: Odds
Ratios Predicting
Horizontal
Transfer
(vs. No Movement) from Multinomial Logistic
Longitudinal
Study
of 2002:
N=4372)
Regression of Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002: N =4372)

Variables
Race
a
Black
Hispanica
Social Background
Male
Socioeconomic status
Two parent household
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score
GPA 3.0 or belowb
GPA between 3.01-3.5b
Expectations
College expectation, student
College expectation, parent
Sustained high expectations
School Characteristics
c
Private school
c
For profit
Open admissionsd
Standing lower than averaged
Standing at averaged
Integration
Talk to advisor
Talk to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Payment
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans
Log Likelihood

I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

1.32
1.03

1.29
0.98

1.12
0.93

1.11
0.94

1.13
0.97

1.20
0.97

1.15
1.00

0.82 *
0.90
1.13

0.78 **
0.91
1.14

0.78 **
0.91
1.14

0.78 **
0.90
1.15

0.78 **
0.95
1.19

0.80 *
0.97
1.20

1.00
1.45 **
0.97

1.00
1.46 **
0.97

0.99
1.48 **
0.99

0.99
1.40 **
0.94

0.99
1.38 **
0.94

1.05
1.11
1.06

1.10
1.09
1.11

1.13
1.16
0.99

1.11
1.14
0.98

1.35 **
1.47
0.94
0.60 **
0.90

1.57 *** 1.46 ***
1.35
1.22
0.81
0.84
0.62 ** 0.62 **
0.91
0.90
0.34 *** 0.33 ***
0.54 *** 0.54 ***
0.72 *** 0.72 ***
1.25
1.41 ***

53.17
a

Reference Groups: White/Asian
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01

b

4199.32 6257.624 6233.277 6188.442 5967.228 5941.323
GPA above 3.5 c Public School 3.5 d Standing above average
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Table 9

Odds Ratios Predicting Horizontal Transfer (vs. No Movement) from
Multinomial Logistic Regression of Departure Trajectories (Educational
Table 6: Odds Ratios
Predicting Study
Horizontal
(vs. No Movement) from Multinomial Logistic Regression
Longitudinal
of Transfer
2002: N=4372)
of Departure Trajectories (Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002: N =4372)

Variables

I

II

III

IV

1.32

1.29

1.11

1.32

1.03

0.98

0.96

1.03

V

VI

VII

Race
Blacka
a

Hispanic
Social Background
Male
Socioeconomic status
Two parent household
Academic Preparation
12th grade math score

1.33 *
1.02

1.36 *
0.99

1.25
1.04

0.82 *
0.90
1.13
0.99
1.31 *
0.93

b

GPA 3.0 or below

b

GPA between 3.01-3.5
Expectations
College expectation, student
College expectation, parent
Sustained high expectations
School Characteristics

0.96
0.95
1.11

Private schoolc

1.28 **
1.40

c

For profit

Open admissionsd

1.16

Standing lower than average

d

0.78

d

1.03

Standing at average
Integration
Talk to advisor
Talk to faculty outside of class
Highly involved on campus
Payment
Financial assistance from family
Took out student loans

0.36 ***
0.56 ***
0.73 ***
1.23
1.49 ***
53.17

Log Likelihood
a

Reference Groups: White/Asian
* P<.1, **P< .05, ***P<.01

b

4199.32 5931.946 161.134 338.469 6281.393 179.031
c

d

GPA above 3.5 Public School 3.5 Standing above average
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